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Objective To use data from routine sources to compare rates of
obstetric intervention in Europe both overall and for subgroups at
higher risk of intervention.
Design Retrospective analysis of aggregated routine data.
Setting Thirty-one European countries or regions contributing
data on mode of delivery to the Euro-Peristat project.
Population Births in participating countries in 2010.
Methods Countries provided aggregated data about overall rates
of obstetric intervention and about caesarean section rates for
specified subgroups.
Main outcome measures Mode of delivery.
Results Rates of caesarean section ranged from 14.8% to 52.2% of
all births and rates of instrumental vaginal delivery ranged from
0.5% to 16.4%. Overall, there was no association between rates of
instrumental vaginal delivery and rates of caesarean section, but
similarities were observed between some countries that are
geographically close and may share common traditions of practice.
Associations were observed between caesarean section rates for
women with breech and vertex births and with singleton and
multiple births but patterns of association for women who had
and had not had previous caesarean sections were more complex.
Conclusions The persisting wide variations in caesarean section
and instrumental vaginal delivery rates point to a lack of
consensus about practice and raise questions for further
investigation. Further research is needed to explore the impact of
differences in clinical guidelines, healthcare systems and their
financing and parents’ and professionals’ attitudes to care at
delivery.
Keywords Breech birth, caesarean section, Euro-Peristat,
instrumental vaginal delivery, international comparisons, mode of
delivery, parity, repeat caesarean section, twins.
Linked article This article is commented on by FG Mariona. To
view this mini commentary visit http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1471-
0528.13354. This article is also commented on by M Mathai. To
view this mini commentary visit http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1471-
0528.13344.
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Introduction
The recommendation from a World Health Organization
(WHO) conference in 1985 that ‘Countries with some of
the lowest perinatal mortality rates in the world have cae-
sarean section rates of <10%. There is no justification for
any region to have a rate higher than 10–15%’,1 is still fre-
quently cited even though rates of obstetric intervention
have continued to rise substantially in both high- and mid-
dle-income countries.2–11 Data from the Organisation for
European Co-operation and Development (OECD) show a
continuing rise in caesarean section rates in most member
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countries, despite signs of flattening off in a few countries
with high rates.10,11 Consequences of the rise in caesarean
section rates include associations with raised risks for
mothers and babies, including placenta accreta, placenta
praevia, placental abruption and stillbirth in subsequent
pregnancies.12–15 A number of factors have been cited as
possible explanations, including fear of litigation, financial
incentives related to methods of payment,16–18 women’s
requests for caesarean section19 and the perception that
caesarean section is a safe procedure.20
Caesarean sections are clearly necessary in some high-risk
situations, such as placenta praevia or fetal distress. For
other situations, there is ongoing debate about the system-
atic use of caesarean section, for example for breech pre-
sentation,21–25 multiple births26–31 or women with previous
caesarean section.20,32,33
A succession of comparative analyses, from the 1980s
onwards, have shown major variations between high-
income countries in their rates of obstetric interven-
tion.2,3,5,6,10,11,34 These include the first Euro-Peristat study,
which compiled routinely collected data for the 15 mem-
bers of the European Union in 2000. This found that rates
of caesarean section varied from 11.7% to 30.8% and rates
of instrumental vaginal delivery, using either forceps or
vacuum extraction, ranged from 4.9% to 15.0%.34
The subsequent Euro-Peristat project extended data col-
lection to the 25 states that were members of the European
Union in 2005, plus Norway.35 It was based on data for
2004 and found that rates of caesarean section had
increased and differences had widened, ranging from 14.4%
to 37.8%. Induction rates ranged even more widely, from
5.9% to 37.9%.
It is well established that caesarean rates vary by a num-
ber of factors, notably parity, previous caesarean section,
fetal presentation and multiplicity,36–41 but to date interna-
tional comparisons based on aggregated data have not
stratified methods of delivery by these factors.
This study aims to use aggregated population-based data
from routine sources to explore differences between inter-
vention rates at delivery for European countries, and the
extent to which clinicians in countries with high overall
caesarean rates were also more likely to intervene in
specific situations.
Methods
Data sources
Data come from the Euro-Peristat project, a collaboration
between 26 member states of the European Union and
Norway, Iceland and Switzerland, to assess perinatal health
in Europe using a common set of ten core and 20 recom-
mended perinatal health indicators.42,43 A distinctive fea-
ture of the Euro-Peristat project is the collection of data by
prespecified subgroups to improve the comparability and
usefulness of the indicators.
Each participant was requested to provide nationally
aggregated population-based data from its routine data col-
lection systems for the year 2010 and these were used to
compile the full set of indicators, including data about
women’s demographic characteristics, care provided and
outcome for mothers and babies. These are available on the
Euro-Peristat web site.43 In some member states, data col-
lection is devolved to constituent regions or countries. In
Belgium, Flanders, Brussels and Wallonia provided the data
from separate regional sources and England, Wales, Scot-
land and Northern Ireland provided data for the countries
of the UK. France provided data from the National Perina-
tal Survey, a nationally representative survey of a sample of
14 000 births in 2010, which was the most recent of its ser-
ies of such surveys.44
Participants were also asked to document the way data
were recorded in their countries’ routine systems and the
definitions they used. The implications of the observed dif-
ferences in these were discussed at collaborators’ meetings,
and are documented in Euro-Peristat publications.34,43,45
This analysis includes 31 countries and regions that con-
tributed data about mode of delivery. Of these, 27 contrib-
uted data about at least one specified subgroup for the
mode of delivery indicator.
Definitions
The mode of delivery indicator was defined as the percent-
age distribution of total births, live and stillborn, by mode
of delivery for all births. This was then subdivided by
mother’s parity, whether she had had a previous caesarean
section, fetal presentation and plurality.
In Poland, Portugal, England and Wales, rates were
reported per woman. This may result in slight underesti-
mates of operative deliveries, as two or more multiple
births to the same woman were counted only once, but the
impact of this was minimal.
Mode of delivery was subdivided into spontaneous vaginal
delivery, operative vaginal delivery and two categories of
caesarean section. Countries differed in the ways that they
classified caesarean section. Some countries subdivided them
according to whether they were undertaken before or during
labour. Others used the subdivision into elective caesarean
section, which includes all those planned before the onset of
labour and so was likely to include a few that took place after
labour had started, and emergency or unplanned caesarean
section, which could include a few caesareans in emergency
situations before labour started. The definitions used in each
country were documented but in the Euro-Peristat tables,
data about elective caesareans were grouped with caesarean
sections before labour and emergency sections were grouped
with those undertaken in labour.
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Some countries were excluded from specific subgroup
analyses because of questions about the validity of the data.
Malta was excluded from analyses of repeat caesarean sec-
tions because the percentages of previous caesareans were
unlikely and Lithuania was excluded from analyses by pre-
sentation because only 0.4% of births were recorded as
breech.
Statistical analysis
Associations between caesarean section rates and rates of
instrumental vaginal delivery were examined, as were asso-
ciations between the percentages of caesarean sections to
women with and without previous caesarean section and
associations between caesarean section rates for breech and
vertex births and between rates for twins and singletons.
Statistical associations were tested by calculating Spear-
man’s ranked correlations, using IBM SPSS STATISTICS, ver-
sion 21 (IBM, Armonk, NY, USA).
Results
Mode of delivery
The numbers of births ranged from under 5000 in Malta
and Iceland to well over 500 000 in England, Italy and
Germany (Table 1). There was wide variation in overall
rates of caesarean section in Europe in 2010, from 14.8%
in Iceland to 52.2% in Cyprus, with a median value of
25.2%.
By far the highest rates of caesarean section that were
undertaken or planned before labour were 38.8% in Cyprus
and 24.9% of births in Italy. Elsewhere, rates ranged from
6.6% in Finland to 17.9% in Luxembourg. In Romania,
33.1% of births were by caesarean section undertaken in an
emergency or in labour. This was very much higher than
that for any other country. Rates for other countries ranged
less than for elective rates, from 8.6% in Sweden to 16.7%
in Malta. Hence, if the extreme rates for Cyprus, Italy and
Romania were disregarded, the range of rates of caesarean
sections that were planned or undertaken before labour
was wider than the range of rates of caesarean section that
were classified as emergency or undertaken in labour.
Rates of instrumental vaginal delivery also varied widely,
from 0.5% in Romania to 16.4% in Ireland, with a med-
ian value of 7.5%. There was no statistical association
between rates of caesarean section and instrumental vagi-
nal delivery (Figure 1), but the data showed considerable
differences in practice. The countries with very low rates
of instrumental vaginal delivery, ≤2% had caesarean sec-
tion rates ranging from 23.1% to 34.0%. When rates for
these countries were excluded, there was still no statistical
association between rates of caesarean section and sponta-
neous vaginal birth. In the 24 countries that could subdi-
vide caesarean rates, there was no statistical association,
positive or negative, between instrumental vaginal delivery
and rates of caesarean sections that were emergency or
undertaken in labour. This was still the case when the coun-
tries that made minimal use of operative vaginal delivery
were excluded (not shown).
Caesarean section rates by subgroup
Caesarean section rates for babies by parity, by whether or
not women had had a previous caesarean section, as well
as for babies in vertex and breech presentations and for
singleton and twin babies, are shown in Table 2.
Parity and previous caesarean section
Countries with high caesarean section rates for births to
primiparous women tended to have high rates among
births to multiparous women.
Caesarean section rates among women who had a previ-
ous caesarean section were high overall but ranged from
between 45% and 55% in The Netherlands, Norway, Fin-
land and Iceland to 92.9% in Latvia and 93.5% in Cyprus
(Table 2, Figure 2). Caesarean section rates among women
without a previous caesarean section ranged from 11.3% in
The Netherlands to 28.9% in Italy. This was highly corre-
lated with rates among those with a previous caesarean sec-
tion, but the degree of association varied.
Repeat section rates were high in Italy, Cyprus and
Malta, which also had high rates among births to women
without a previous caesarean section, but were also high in
Latvia and Lithuania where primary caesarean section rates
were lower. Among the countries that had lower rates for
births to women without previous caesarean sections,
repeat caesarean section rates ranged more widely, from
<50% to 80% (Figure 2).
Breech presentation
Breech deliveries accounted for around 4% of all births. In
the 21 countries that could contribute data, a high degree
of correlation was found between rates of caesarean section
for breech births and rates for all vertex births (Figure 2).
More than 80% of breech babies were delivered by caesar-
ean section in 16 countries. In nine of these, rates were
over 90%. Nevertheless, caesarean section rates for breech
births varied widely in countries that had low rates for
vertex births.
Twin and singleton births
Caesarean section rates were high for twin births, but here
again there were wide variations in practice. The strong
association between caesarean section rates for twin births
with rates for all singleton births is shown in Figure 2. It
also shows that, on the other hand, caesarean section rates
for twin births varied very widely between countries that
had low rates for singletons.
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Discussion
Main findings
This analysis confirms the wide variations in overall cae-
sarean section rates reported elsewhere, as well as in spe-
cific subgroups. Caesarean section rates among women
with a previous caesarean section were highly correlated
statistically with rates for births to women without a
previous caesarean section. In addition, there were strong
statistical associations between caesarean rates for breech
and vertex births and singleton and twin births. The pat-
terns of association are more complex, however, with a
wide range of rates, despite the highly significant rank
correlations. There was no inverse association between
Table 1. Births in participating countries by mode of onset of labour and delivery
Country/coverage Number of
total births
Number with
mode of
delivery stated
Percentage of total births with mode stated: Mode of delivery
Vaginal
spontaneous
Vaginal
instrumental
Caesarean
elective/before
labour
Caesarean
emergency/during
labour
Caesarean
section, all
Belgium
Brussels 25 098 25 009 71.5 8.3 9.7 10.4 20.2
Flanders 69 976 69 976 69.6 10.4 11.3 8.8 20.1
Wallonia 38 430 38 310 71.6 7.5 10.4 10.5 20.9
Czech Republic 114 406 113 917 75.1 1.8 12.7 10.4 23.1
Denmark 63 513 63 460 71.0 6.9 9.4 12.8 22.1
Germany 637 664 619 903 62.2 6.4 15.4 15.9 31.3
Estonia 15 884 15 884 74.0 4.9 7.8 13.4 21.2
Ireland 75 595 75 564 56.6 16.4 27.0
Greece
Spain 478 037 478 037 26.3
France 14 903 14 731 66.9 12.1 11.3 9.7 21.0
Italy 547 568 546 133 58.6 3.4 24.9 13.1 38.0
Cyprus 8603 8591 45.3 2.5 38.8 13.4 52.2
Latvia 19 246 19 246 74.0 1.6 11.5 13.0 24.4
Lithuania 30 977 30 977 73.5 1.3 9.4 15.8 25.2
Luxembourg 6560 6560 59.9 10.2 17.9 12.1 30.0
Hungary
Malta 4036 4036 63.0 3.9 16.4 16.7 33.1
The Netherlands 178 838 177 607 72.9 10.0 7.7 9.4 17.0
Austria 78 989 78 989 65.6 5.6 28.8
Poland 402 826 402 578 64.6 1.4 34.0
Portugal 100 280 100 130 48.8 14.9 36.3
Romania 174 692 174 692 62.5 0.5 3.8 33.1 36.9
Slovenia 22 416 22 404 77.5 3.5 8.3 10.8 19.1
Slovak Republic
Finland 61 371 61 368 74.5 8.6 6.6 10.2 16.8
Sweden 114 955 114 955 74.9 7.6 8.9 8.6 17.5
United Kingdom
England 622 303 661 926 62.8 12.6 9.9 14.7 24.6
Wales 32 649 32 523 61.3 12.6 11.1 15.0 26.1
Scotland 57 438 57 166 59.7 12.6 11.9 15.9 27.8
Northern Ireland 25 359 24 884 57.0 13.1 14.6 15.2 29.9
Iceland 4903 4903 78.6 6.5 14.8
Norway 62 591 62 591 73.0 9.9 6.6 10.5 17.1
Switzerland 80 276 79 565 55.8 11.0 33.1
Median 62 591 62 591 66.2 7.5 10.7 12.9 25.2
Minimum 4036 4036 45.3 0.5 3.8 8.6 14.8
Maximum 637 664 661 926 78.6 16.4 38.8 33.1 52.2
Number 31 31 30 30 24 24 31
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rates of operative vaginal delivery and overall caesarean
section rates.
Strengths and limitations
These tabulations of mode of delivery by parity, previous
caesarean section, presentation and multiplicity are not
found in other international reports based on data that are
collected routinely within member states. Routine data are
collected every year for countries’ own purposes and the
data in the Euro-Peristat report came from 129 different
systems. As they cover the whole population of countries
and regions, they avoid the selection biases that can arise
in studies based on samples of individual maternity
units.4,8 With some well-documented exceptions, routine
data are of good quality and virtually complete. Most of
the gaps arise where particular data items are not included
in specific countries’ systems.33,43,45
In the Euro-Peristat project, steps are taken to make
comparisons as reliable as possible by using harmonised
definitions, compiling numbers as well as rates to enable
checking for inconsistencies and collecting information
about missing data.43 The clinicians and data experts on
the Euro-Peristat Scientific Committee have been actively
involved in discussing and interpreting the results.
On the other hand, with aggregated data, it is not possi-
ble to adjust operative delivery rates for known risk factors:
sociodemographic factors such as mothers’ ages, individual
or area-based measures of socio-economic status or clinical
complications. These may not explain observed differences
between countries, however. For example, an analysis of
national age-specific caesarean rates for OECD countries
found that adjusting caesarean section rates for age made
little difference to the wide variation observed.46
Risk-adjusted analyses to compare rates for maternity
units in England have found that known risk factors
explained only a small proportion of the variance, even
though they explained a higher proportion of variation in
emergency than elective caesarean section rates,37–40 but the
authors pointed out that their conclusions may not neces-
sarily apply elsewhere. An analysis of data about deliveries
of low-risk women in France found differences in interven-
tion rates for units after adjustment for mothers’ and unit
characteristics. It found higher rates of instrumental vaginal
delivery in units with over 3000 births and higher rates of
any intervention in private units compared with public
units.17 Similar analyses within countries with different lev-
els of intervention or with separate public and private sys-
tems of health care might yield further information about
factors that can influence intervention rates.
Studies that collect data about population or unit-based
samples of individual women and their babies4,8,47 can
define their data items prospectively and thus consistently,
but are expensive. This restricts either their sample size or
frequency. The WHO surveys of practice included only
small numbers of hospitals in each participating country.4,8
The National Caesarean Section Sentinel Audit collected
more detailed data than routine systems,47 but was expen-
sive and has not been repeated. As with studies using rou-
tinely collected data, known risk factors explained only a
small proportion of the variance between units and the cost
of replicating it in every country in Europe would be
prohibitive.
Interpretation
The differences observed raise questions about why there
are such wide variations in clinical practice.
In some specific situations, the need for intervention is
clear. For others there is ongoing debate, for example
about the use of caesarean section for breech presenta-
tion,21–25, 48–50 multiple births26–31 and women with previ-
ous caesarean section.20,30,31,51,52 The data presented here
suggest that for breech births and twin births, practice is
associated with factors that influence the overall rate of
caesarean section, although the extent of association can
differ between countries.
The data do suggest that there are some groups of coun-
tries with common or similar traditions, and that identify-
ing these could explain some similarities in practice, such
as the low rates of operative vaginal delivery in some
Figure 1. Comparison between caesarean section and vaginal
instrumental birth rates, 2010.
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countries in the east of Europe and the overall low levels of
intervention in the Nordic countries and the Netherlands.
A number of approaches could be used to investigate the
differences in practice documented here. A review of
national policies and guidelines would be useful for
comparing national policies with data about practice. It
would have to take account of the fact that, where within-
country data are available, they show considerable varia-
tions between maternity units within the same healthcare
system with common guidelines and policies.17,37–40 Where
individual level data are available, constructing the ten
groups defined by Robson,41,53 might be a useful approach
Table 2. Caesarean section rates in participating countries by parity, fetal presentation and multiplicity
Country/
coverage
Caesarean sections as percentages of total births in category for
which data are available
Nulliparous
women
Multiparous
women
Women
with previous
caesarean
section
Women
without previous
caesarean
section
Vertex
presentation
Breech
presentation
Singleton
birth
Multiple
birth
Belgium
Brussels 22.0 18.8 64.0 15.1 15.8 85.0 18.2 59.7
Flanders 21.9 18.5 66.2 15.2 15.9 89.7 18.7 53.7
Wallonia 22.7 19.5 66.6 15.4 16.2 86.8 19.6 58.1
Czech Republic 26.0 20.4 72.1 19.0 19.4 94.0 21.9 78.4
Denmark 23.8 20.8 66.8 16.1 18.7 88.6 20.5 59.6
Germany 35.9 26.5 64.2 26.6 27.3 91.0 29.6 74.8
Estonia 23.4 19.5 70.8 16.1 89.4 19.8 65.9
Ireland 28.5 26.0 25.7 63.6
Greece
Spain 29.4 24.8 25.4 69.4
France 23.2 19.0 65.2 15.6 17.7 75.2 19.9 54.8
Italy 37.3 36.6 89.7 28.9 35.1 93.3 36.5 85.6
Cyprus 57.0 47.3 93.5 28.5 49.1 94.5 49.9 91.6
Latvia 25.3 23.6 92.9 18.1 21.5 82.7 23.4 65.3
Lithuania 27.3 23.3 89.2 19.5 25.2 24.2 59.5
Luxembourg 32.7 27.5 71.5 24.1 25.8 91.8 28.2 77.1
Hungary
Malta 33.3 32.9 78.8 26.4 31.0 96.1 30.3 98.6
The Netherlands 19.5 14.8 52.9 11.3 13.6 76.1 16.1 43.9
Austria 30.5 27.4 26.8 83.9
Poland
Portugal
Romania
Slovenia 21.4 16.7 78.7 15.3 15.3 82.3 17.5 58.8
Slovak Republic
Finland 15.8 13.8 47.6 13.8 14.1 73.2 15.8 49.4
Sweden 19.1 15.5 11.5 87.4 16.4 53.6
United Kingdom
England 24.9 24.4 70.3 18.0 23.9 62.6
Wales
Scotland 28.5 27.2 79.1 21.4 23.5 100.0 26.4 73.3
Northern Ireland 30.5 20.5 28.6 70.2
Iceland 15.4 14.4 47.6 12.6 91.2 14.3 31.1
Norway 19.1 15.6 54.2 13.6 14.4 69.0 16.0 47.4
Switzerland 27.8 95.4 31.4 77.5
Median 24.9 20.5 70.3 17.1 18.2 89.6 22.6 63.1
Minimum 15.4 13.8 47.6 11.3 11.5 69.0 14.3 31.1
Maximum 57.0 47.3 93.5 28.9 49.1 100.0 49.9 98.6
Number 27 27 21 20 22 22 28 28
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to identifying categories which differ, although many EU
countries do not record all the data items required.
There is growing evidence from surveys and other
research that health system issues, notably differences in
the organisation of health care and methods of payment,
can influence choice of mode of delivery, both in
Europe16–18 and more widely,54–56 with higher rates in the
private sector. Comparisons of the content and scope of
obstetric and midwifery education and the roles and
responsibilities of midwifery and obstetric staff would also
be informative. Women’s requests for caesarean section
have been cited as a reason for the rising rates but only a
minority of women in a wide range of countries have
expressed a preference for caesarean section.57–59 Studies in
a number of countries have shown that many women who
ended up having caesarean section would have preferred
vaginal delivery and are influenced by models of care and
healthcare providers’ preferences.54, 60–63 The results of the
WHO global surveys of maternal and perinatal health in
Latin America and Asia have pointed to the potential dan-
gers and excessive costs associated with caesarean sections
that are clinically unnecessary.4,8,9
Any initiatives to counter trends towards higher rates of
clinically unnecessary obstetric intervention need monitor-
ing using routine data, so an ongoing European perinatal
monitoring system is needed. Using the subgroups in
Euro-Peristat to monitor trends over time in mode of
delivery is more informative than simply monitoring over-
all trends in caesarean section. Future studies could add
additional risk subgroups, such as the ten groups defined
by Robson,41,63 but to do this, some countries would have
to expand the range of data items that they record rou-
tinely.
Conclusions
The persisting wide differences in mode of delivery in Eur-
ope are a cause for concern because they point to a lack of
consensus about best practice. Research is needed to inves-
tigate the reasons for these differences, including compar-
ing the basis for formulation of and adherence to clinical
guidelines, exploring the impact of differences in healthcare
systems and their financing and parents’ and professionals’
attitudes to care at delivery.
Disclosure of interest
The authors declare that they have no competing interests
to disclose.
Contribution to authorship
AJM and BB discussed the design of the paper, ADM com-
piled the data from data contributed by all members of the
Euro-Peristat group, AJM drafted the paper. All the authors
commented on drafts of the paper and approved the final
version. JZ had overall scientific responsibility for the
project.
Figure 2. Comparison between caesarean rates for women with previous caesarean section and rates for women with no previous caesarean
section, between rates for breech births and vertex births, and rates for twin births and singleton births
7ª 2015 The Authors. BJOG An International Journal of Obstetrics and Gynaecology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of
Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists.
Variations in mode of delivery in Europe
Details of ethics approval
This study was based on aggregated routinely collected
data, so ethics approval was not required.
Funding
The results from this study are based on data from the
Euro-Peristat project, a European project for monitoring
and evaluating perinatal outcomes at a European level. The
Euro-Peristat project received funding from the European
Union in the framework of the Health Programme (grant
number: 20101301). The funders had no role in study
design, data collection and analysis, decision to publish, or
preparation of the manuscript.
Acknowledgements
This article drew on the work of the many people who
contributed to the European Perinatal Health Report:
Health and Care of Pregnant Women and Babies in Europe
in 2010. They include statisticians, researchers, clinicians,
administrators and others from each of the collaborating
countries who compiled aggregated data for their countries
and sent them to Euro-Peristat. They are too numerous to
list here, but their names can found online at Appendix S1
and in Appendix A1 of the European Health Report at
www.europeristat.com. The authors would like to thank
them for their contributions.
The Euro-Peristat scientific committee
Gerald Haidinger (Austria), Sophie Alexander (Belgium),
Pavlos Pavlou (Cyprus), Petr Velebil (Czech Republic),
Anne-Marie Nybo Andersen (Denmark), Luule Sakkeus
(Estonia), Mika Gissler (Finland), Beatrice Blondel
(France), Nicholas Lack (Germany), Aris Antsaklis
(Greece), Istvan Berbik (Hungary), Helga Sol Olafsdottir
(Iceland), Sheelagh Bonham (Ireland), Marina Cuttini
(Italy), Janis Misins (Latvia), Jone Jaselioniene (Lithua-
nia), Yolande Wagener (Luxembourg), Miriam Gatt
(Malta), Jan Nijhuis (Netherlands), Kari Klungsoyr (Nor-
way), Katarzyna Szamotulska (Poland), Henrique Barros
(Portugal), Mihai Horga (Romania), Jan Cap (Slovakia),
Ziva Novak-Antolic (Slovenia), Francisco Bolumar
(Spain), Karin Gottvall (Sweden), Sylvie Berrut (Switzer-
land), Alison Macfarlane (United Kingdom). Project
coordination: Jennifer Zeitlin, Marie Delnord, Ashna Mo-
hangoo.
Supporting Information
Additional Supporting Information may be found in the
online version of this article:
Appendix S1. Acknowledgements.&
References
1 World Health Organisation. Appropriate technology for birth. Lancet
1985;326:436–7.
2 Notzon FC, Placek PJ, Taffel SM. Comparisons of national caesarean
section rates. N Engl J Med 1987;316:386–9.
3 Macfarlane AJ, Chamberlain G. What is happening to caesarean
section rates? Lancet 1993;342:1005–6.
4 Villar J, Valladoes E, Wojdyla D, Zavaleta N, Carroli G, Velazco A,
et al. Caesarean delivery rates and pregnancy outcomes: the 2005
WHO global Surrey on maternal and perinatal health in Latin
America. Lancet 2006;367:1819–29.
5 Althabe FA, Sosa C, Belizan JM, Gibbons L, Jacquerioz F, Bergel E.
Caesarean section rates and maternal and neonatal mortality in low,
medium and high-income countries: an ecological study. Birth
2006;33:270–6.
6 Betran AP, Merialdi M, Lauer JA, Bing-Shun W, Thomas J, Van Look
LP, et al. Rates of caesarean section: analysis of global, regional and
national estimates. Paediatr Perinat Epidemiol 2007;21:98–113.
7 Baldo MH. Caesarean section in countries of the Eastern
Mediterranean Region. East Mediterr Health J 2008;14:470–88.
8 Lumpiganon P, Laopaiboon M, Gulmezoglu AM, Souza JP,
Taneepanichskul S, Ruyan P, et al. Method of delivery and
pregnancy outcomes in Asia: the WHO global survey on maternal
and perinatal health 2007–08. Lancet 2010;375:490–9.
9 Belizan JM, Althabe F, Cafferata ML. Health consequences of the
increasing caesarean section rates. Commentary. Epidemiology
2007;18:485–6.
10 OECD. Health data 2011. [http://dotstat.oecd.org/Index.aspx?
DataSetCode=HEALTH_PROC] Accessed 16 April 2012.
11 Declerq E, Young R, Cabral H, Ecker J. Is a rising caesarean delivery
rate inevitable? Trends in industrialised countries, 1987 to 2007
Birth 2011;38:99–104.
12 Yang Q, Wen S, Oppenheimer L, Chen X, Black D, Gao J, et al.
Association of caesarean delivery for first birth with placenta praevia
and placental abruption in second pregnancy. BJOG 2007;114:609–
13.
13 Gray R, Quigley MA, Hockley C, Kurinczuck JJ, Goldacre M,
Brocklehurst P. Caesarean delivery and risk of stillbirth in subsequent
pregnancy: a retrospective cohort study in an English population.
BJOG 2007;114:264–70.
14 Deneux-Tharaux C, Carmona E, Bouvier-Colle MH, Breart G.
Postpartum maternal mortality and cesarean delivery. Obstet
Gynecol 2006;108:541–8.
15 Jackson S, Fleege L, Fridman M, Gregory K, Zelop C, Olsen J.
Morbidity following primary caesarean delivery in the Danish
National Birth Cohort. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2012;206:139.e1–5.
16 Bertollini R, Di Lallo D, Spadea T, Perucci C. Caesarean section rates
in Italy by payment mode: an analysis based on birth certificates.
Am J Public Health 1992;82:257–61.
17 Coulm B, Le Ray C, Lelong N, Drewniak N, Zeitlin J. Obstetric
interventions for low-risk pregnant women in France: do maternity
unit characteristics make a difference? Birth 2012;39:183–91.
18 Grytten J, Monkerud L, Hagen TP, Sørensen R, Eskild A, Skau I. The
impact of hospital revenue on the increase in Caesarean sections in
Norway. A panel data analysis of hospitals 1976–2005. BMC Health
Serv Res 2011;11:267.
19 Habiba M, Kaminski M, Da Fre M, Marsal K, Bleker O, Librero J,
et al. Caesarean section on request: a comparison of obstetricians’
attitudes in eight European countries. BJOG 2006;113:647–56.
20 American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists. Vaginal birth
after previous cesarean delivery. Obstet Gynecol 2010;1:450–63.
8 ª 2015 The Authors. BJOG An International Journal of Obstetrics and Gynaecology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of
Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists.
Macfarlane et al.
21 Hannah ME, Hannah WJ, Hewson SA, Hodnett ED, Saigal S, Willan
AR. Planned caesarean section versus planned vaginal birth for
breech presentation at term: a randomised multicentre trial: term
breech trial collaborative group. Lancet 2000;21:1375–83.
22 Glezerman M. Five years to the term breech trial: the rise and fall of
a randomised controlled trial. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2006;194:20–5.
23 Hannah ME, Whyte H, Hannah WJ, Hewson S, Amankwah K,
Cheng M, et al. Maternal outcomes at 2 years after planned
caesarean section versus planned vaginal birth for breech
presentation at term: The international randomized Term Breech
Trial. Am J Obstet Gynecol 2004;191:917–27.
24 Whyte H, Hannah ME, Saigal S, Hannah WJ, Hewson S, Amankwah
K, et al. Outcomes of children at 2 years after planned cesarean
birth versus planned vaginal birth for breech presentation at term:
The International Randomized Term Breech Trial. Am J Obstet
Gynecol 2004;191:864–71.
25 Kotaska A. Commentary: routine cesarean section for breech: the
unmeasured cost. Birth 2011;38:162–4.
26 National Collaborating Centre for Women’s and Children’s Health.
Caesarean Section. Commissioned by the National Institute for
Health and Clinical Excellence. London: RCOG Press, 2011.
27 Vayssiere C, Benoist G, Blondel B, Deruelle P, Favre R, Gallot D,
et al. Twin pregnancies: guidelines for clinical practice from the
French College of Gynaecologists and Obstetricians. Eur J Obstet
Gynecol Reprod Biol 2011;156:12–7.
28 Hofmeyr JG, Barrett JF, Crowther CA. Planned caesarean section for
women with a twin pregnancy. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2,
2011. 00075320-100000000-05226.
29 Dodd JM, Deussen AR, Grivell RM, Crowther CA. Elective birth at 37
weeks’ gestation for women with an uncomplicated twin
pregnancy. Cochrane Database of Systematic Reviews. 2, 2014.
00075320-100000000-02641.
30 Rossi AC, Mullin PM, Chmait RH. Neonatal outcomes of twins
according to birth order, presentation and mode of delivery: a
systematic review and meta-analysis [Review]. BJOG 2011;118:523–32.
31 Barrett JF, Hannah ME, Hutton EK, Willan AR, Allen AC, Armson
BA, et al. A randomized trial of planned cesarean or vaginal delivery
for twin pregnancy. N Engl J Med 2013;369:1295–305.
32 Dodd JM, Crowther CA. Elective repeat caesarean section versus
induction of labour for women with a previous caesarean birth.
Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2006;4, Art. NO. CD004906.
33 Dodd JM, Crowther CA, Huertas E, Guise JM, Horey D. Planned
elective caesarean section versus planned vaginal birth for women
with a previous caesarean birth. Cochrane Database Syst Rev 2004;
4, Art. No. CD004224.
34 Wildman K, Blondel B, Nijhuis J, Defoort P, Bakoula C. European
indicators of health care during pregnancy, delivery and the
postpartum period. Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod Biol 2003;111:
S53–65.
35 Euro-Peristat project in collaboration with SCPE, EUROCAT and
EURONEOSTAT. Better statistics for better health for pregnant
women and their babies in 2004. European Perinatal Health Report
2008.[www.europeristat.com] Accessed 10 February 2015.
36 Guihard P, Blondel B. Les facteurs associe a la pratique d’une
cesarienne en France. Resultats de l’enquete nationale perinatale de
1995. J Gynecol Obstet Biol Reprod 2001;30:444–543.
37 Bragg F, Cromwell D, Edozien LC, Gurol-Uganci I, Mahmood TA,
Templeton A, et al. Variation in rates of caesarean section among
English NHS trusts after accounting for maternal and clinical risk:
cross sectional study. BMJ 2010;341:c5065.
38 Alves B. Risk factors and variation in caesarean section rates in
England in the late 1990s. MSc dissertation. London School of
Hygiene and Tropical Medicine, 2002.
39 Paranjothy S, Frost C, Thomas J. How much variation in CS rates
can be explained by case mix differences. BJOG 2005;112:658–66.
40 RCOG, London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine. Patterns
of maternity care in NHS hospitals 2011/12. London: RCOG. [http://
www.rcog.org.uk/our-profession/research-and-audit/clinical-
indicators-project]. Accessed 3 May 2013.
41 Robson M. Classification of caesarean sections. Fetal Matern Med
Rev 2001;12:23–39.
42 Zeitlin J, Wildman K, Breart G, Alexander S, Barros H, Blondel B,
et al. Selecting an indicator set for monitoring and evaluating
perinatal health in Europe: criteria, methods and results from the
PERISTAT project. Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod Biol 2003;111(Suppl
1):5–14.
43 Euro-Peristat project with SCPE and Eurocat. European Perinatal
health report. The health of pregnant women and babies in Europe
in 2010. May 2013. [www.europeristat.com]. Accessed 10 February
2015.
44 Blondel B, Lelong N, Kermarrec M, Goffinet F. Trends in perinatal
health in France from 1995 to 2010. Results from the French
National Perinatal Surveys. J Gynecol Obstet Biol Reprod (Paris)
2012;41:e1–15.
45 Gissler M, Mohangoo AD, Blondel B, Chalmers J, Macfarlane A,
Gaizauskiene A, et al. Perinatal health monitoring in Europe: results
from the EURO-PERISTAT project. Inform Health Soc Care
2010;35:64–79.
46 McPherson K, Gon G, Scott M. International variations in a selected
number of surgical procedures. OECD Health Working Papers, No. 61.
OECD Publishing. [http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/5k49h4p5g9mw-en].
Accessed 2 May 2014.
47 Thomas J, Paranjothy S. The National Sentinel Caesarean Section
Audit. London: RCOG Press; 2001.
48 Carayol M, Blondel B, Zeitlin J, Breart G, Goffinet F. Changes in the
rates of caesarean delivery before labour for breech presentation at
term in France: 1972–2003. Eur J Obstet Gynecol Reprod Biol
2007;132:20–6.
49 Goffinet F, Carayol M, Foidart JM, Alexander S, Uzan S, Subtil D,
et al. Is planned vaginal delivery for breech presentation at term still
an option? Results of an observational prospective survey in France
and Belgium Am J Obstet Gynecol 2006;194:1002–11.
50 Molkenboer JFM, Bouckaert PJXM, Roumen FJME. Recent trends in
breech delivery in the Netherlands. BJOG 2003;110:948–51.
51 Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists. Birth after
Previous Caesarean Birth. Green-top Guideline No. 45. London:
RCOG; February 2007.
52 Guihard P, Blondel B. Trends in risk factors for caesarean sections in
France between 1981 and 1995; lessons for reducing the rates in
the future. BJOG 2001;108:48–55.
53 Brennan DJ, Robson MS, Muphy M, O’Herlihy C. Comparative
analysis of international caesarean delivery rates using 10-group
classification identifies significant variation in spontaneous labor. Am
J Obstet Gynaecol 2009;201:308e1–8.
54 Domingues RMSM, Dias MAB, Pereira MN, Torres JA, d’Orsi E,
Pereira APE, et al. Process of decision-making regarding the mode
of birth in Brazil: from the initial preference of women to the final
mode of birth. Cad Saude Publica 2014; 30(suppl. 1) Rio de Janeiro
Aug. 2014. [http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/0102-311X00105113]. Acc-
essed 22 September 2014.
55 Hopkins K, de Lima Amaral EF, Moura˜o AN. The impact of payment
source and hospital type on rising cesarean section rates in Brazil,
1998-2008. Birth 2014;41:169–77.
56 Shorten A, Shorten B. What happens when a private hospital comes
to pact of the ‘public’ to ‘private’ hospital shift on regional birthing
outcomes. Women Birth 2007;20:49–55.
9ª 2015 The Authors. BJOG An International Journal of Obstetrics and Gynaecology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of
Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists.
Variations in mode of delivery in Europe
57 Kingdon C, Neilson J, Singleton V, Gyte G, Hart A, Gabbay M, et al.
Choice and birth method: mixed method study of caesarean delivery
for maternal request. BJOG 2009;116:886–95.
58 McCourt C, Weaver J, Statham H, Beake S, Gamble J, Creedy D.
Elective caesarean section and decision making: a critical review of
the literature. Birth 2007;34:65–79.
59 Mazzoni A, Althabe F, Liu NH, Bonotti AM, Gibbons L, Sanchez AJ,
et al. Women’s preference for caesarean section: a systematic
review and meta-analysis of observational studies. BJOG
2011;118:391–9.
60 Deng W, Klemetti R, Long Q, Wu Z, Duan C, Zhang WH, et al.
Cesarean section in Shanghai: women’s or healthcare provider’s
preferences. BMC Pregnancy Childbirth 2014;14:285.
61 Donati S, Grandolfo ME, Andreozzi S. Do Italian mothers prefer
Cesarean Delivery? Birth 2003;30:89–93.
62 Dweik D, Girasek E, Meszaros G, T€oreki A, Kereszturi A, Pal A. Non-
medical determinants of cesarean section in a medically dominated
maternity system. Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand 2014;93:1025–33.
63 Coulm B, Blondel B, Alexander S, Boulvain M, Le Ray C. Potential
avoidability of planned cesarean sections in a French national
database. Acta Obstet Gynecol Scand 2014;93:905–12.
10 ª 2015 The Authors. BJOG An International Journal of Obstetrics and Gynaecology published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of
Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists.
Macfarlane et al.
